The Phenomenon and Previous Syntactic/Pragmatic Analyses
The prototypical inalienable possession construction in German has a dative (DAT)-marked external possessor:
(0) Bello hat mir die Hand geleckt. Bello has me.DAT the hand licked 'Bello licked my hand.' This is an instance of external possession because the understood possessor of the body part, the possessum, is expressed outside of the nominal phrase containing the possessum, showing up as an object pronoun (mir 'me.DAT) in the verbal argument domain.
1 Notice that the literal translation of the dative does not work in English. This is because English generally prefers internal possessors and thus makes use of the possessive pronoun my rather than the object pronoun me in examples like (0) (see e.g. Haspelmath 2001, König and Gast 2012) . In German inalienable possession constructions with a PP-embedded possessum, there is considerable variation between the prototypical possessor dative construction and four others, so that there are a total of five different construction types: external possession with a dativemarked possessor (1a), external possession with an accusative (ACC)-marked possessor (1b), internal possession, with a genitive (GEN)-marked possessor (2), and doubly-marked possession, with both external and internal possessor, where the external possessor is again either dativemarked (3a) or accusative-marked (3b). For an overview of external possession constructions, see Payne and Barshi (1999) and Deal (to appear) . 2 See Wegener (1985) for a thorough description of German external possession involving the dative case as well as the observation that dative and accusative can alternate in construction type (1). The case alternation has also been discussed by Hole (2005) . DAT-marked possessor verb used intransitively with the PP as argument (i.e. the PP is valency-based)
(ii) ACC-marked possessor verb used transitively, with the possessor as direct object and the PP as adjunct (i.e. the PP is not valency-based)
A Typological Account of Participation and Possession
In order to capture the peculiarities of the possessor dative in German, it is useful to broaden the view and take into account some fundamental considerations offered by typological research on argument structure in general, and the possessor dative in German in particular. We take up suggestions by Lehmann et al. (2004) , who, building on earlier models (Comrie 1991 , Croft 1991 , Foley and Van Valin 1984 , Langacker 1991 , and also Dowty 1991 , argue for three macro roles for participant relations: ACTOR, UNDERGOER, and INDIRECTUS, distinguished by the relational features control and affectedness. Most relevant for us is the INDIRECTUS, which has neither maximum control nor maximum affectedness but is maximally empathetic and embodies "co-involvement" ('Mitbetroffenheit, ' Lehmann et al. 2004:18) , a term, which might help disentangling the problems associated with the term "affectedness". Macro roles can each be broken down into several micro roles (= thematic roles). The micro role associated with ACTOR that has the most control is AGENT, and the micro role associated with UNDERGOER that has the most affectedness is PATIENT. Most typical of INDIRECTUS, falling in the middle of the scale of micro roles, is the role of RECIPIENT. The role of SYMPATHETICUS, which is crucial for inalienable possession, falls into the range of micro roles associated with both INDIRECTUS and UNDERGOER. Lehmann et al. (2004:19) suggest the following linear ordering of the typologically most important micro roles: AGENT -FORCE -COMITATIVE -INSTRUMENT -EXPERIENCER -EMITTENT -RECIPIENT -BENEFICIARY -SYNPATHETICUS -SOURCE -LOCATION -GOAL -THEME -PATIENT. The three locative roles (SOURCE, LOCATION and GOAL) are omitted in the following as they are not needed for our argumentation. The large area of overlap between the ranges of micro roles covered by each macro role is evident from the scales of possible micro roles in Table 2 . The prototypical micro roles for each macro role are underlined. As the macro role of INDIRECTUS covers the intermediate space on the scale between ACTOR to UNDERGOER, its prototypical realization as RECIPIENT allows for less prototypical extensions toward both ends of the scale (toward the ACTOR pole via EMITTENT, and towards the UNDERGOER pole via BENEFICIARY). Table 2 : Overview of macro and micro roles (Lehmann et al. 2004:19) 
Macro roles
Micro roles ACTOR AGENT < FORCE < COMITATIVE < INSTRUMENT < EXPERIENCER < EMITTENT < RECIPIENT < BENEFICIARY UNDERGOER PATIENT< THEME < SYMPATHETICUS < BENEFICIARY < RECIPIENT < EMITTENT < EXPERIENCER INDIRECTUS EXPERIENCER < EMITTENT < RECIPIENT > BENEFICIARY > SYMPATHETICUS In languages distinguishing three macro roles and using case-marking, the correlation between participant role and case marking results in the typical ditransitive pattern: ACTOR is correlated with nominative, UNDERGOER with accusative, and INDIRECTUS with dative.
The roles described so far express participant relations, i.e. relations defined by the situational core (encoded in the predicate). However, according to Lehmann et al. (2004) , there are also interparticipant relations, i.e. relations between individual participants that are independent of the primary situational core. Thus, any participant may simultaneously carry several roles, deriving either from the situational core (participation relation) or from an independent connection among entities functioning as participants (interparticipant relation). The most important interparticipant relation for our purposes here is possession. In a sentence like Erna wäscht Erwin die Haare 'Erna is washing Erwin's hair' (Lehmann et. al 2004:52/21) , there is an inalienable possession relation between Erwin as the possessor and die Haare as the possessum. This relation exists independently of the situation expressed by the predicate, namely the situational core (waschen), which consists of the participant relations AGENT (Erna), PATIENT (die Haare), and BENEFICIARY/SYMPATHETICUS (Erwin).
In German, the INDIRECTUS, which is -as expected -marked by the dative, has an exceptionally broad domain of associated micro roles. This is particularly true of possessive relations, where German prefers dative constructions to an extent that is typologically rare. More specifically, while German prefers external ("adverbal") possession, as shown in (6), with the possessor dative as a direct participant in the situational core, inalienable possession in the majority of languages is expressed via internal ("adnominal") possession. Adnominal possession is also a possibility in German, as we saw in (2) of the introduction and as shown here in (7). To reiterate, the prototypical German strategy for expressing inalienable possession is the realization of an adverbal possessor, which makes the possessor a direct participant of the situation (as BENEFICIARY/SYMPATHETICUS). 4 It backgrounds the possession relation, which is merely the result of pragmatic inferencing, though it is the stereotypical inference. That is, in (6b), mir…die Schleppe, the possession relation between me as the possessor and the train as the possessum, which is the standard interpretation, is not explicitly expressed but inferred. On the other hand, the typologically unmarked strategy qua adnominal possessor in (7b), er trägt meine Schleppe, is dispreferred in German. It backgrounds the participation of the possessor as playing an independent role in the verbal scene, putting emphasis on the possession relation, which is explicitly encoded. In addition to these two options, there is a third strategy, as we saw in (3) of the introduction and as illustrated in (8) here, which combines the first two strategies and therefore leads to a "double encoding" of the possessor via the optional addition of a possessive pronoun to an already externally expressed possession relation. This option is cross-linguistically marginal and also the least commonly used one in German. The three strategies of expressing possession in German discussed in this section are summarized here in Table 3 . 4 Our use of the term "strategy" is inspired by Lehmann et al. (2004:27) who define "strategy" as 'the sum of cooccurring operations for the generation of a type of syntactic construction'. The full German quote is: "Das strukturelle Gegenstück einer Perspektive auf eine Situation ist eine Strategie zu ihrer sprachlichen Repräsentation, also eine Menge kookkurrenter Operationen zur Erzeugung eines Typs von syntaktischer Konstruktion". Lehmann et al. distinguish , for example, strategies that emphasize interparticipant relations and at the same time de-emphasize participant relations (e.g. the genitive possessor in Sie bügelt Peters Hemden 'She irons Peter's shirts'), from others having the opposite effect (e.g. the external possessor construction). They use the term "strategy" for cross-linguistic and typological comparison; we apply it here to the encoding options of the German language. The dative/accusative variation in the external possessor, which we saw in (1a-b) and (3a-b) of the introduction, can be seen as a fourth strategy, which is, however, severely restricted by lexical and other factors. To explain the motivation for this variation, we appeal to Lehmann et al.'s (2004:57) discussion of different degrees of analogous affectedness. In situations with analogous affectedness (Erna schlug Erwin (ACC/DAT) auf den Kopf 'Erna hit Erwin on the head' > Erna schlug Erwin 'Erna hit Erwin'), the possessor plays the role of a SYMPATHETICUS and, via implication, acquires the role of a PATIENT as well. In situations with non-analogous affectedness (Erna brach Erwin (DAT) den Arm 'Erna broke Erwin the arm' // # Erna brach Erwin 'Erna broke Erwin'), the possessor is only a SYMPATHETICUS, not also a PATIENT. Extending Lehmann et al.'s discussion, we argue that the use of an accusative-marked possessor in the external possessor construction expresses possessor and possessum (the PATIENT) as analogously affected, i.e. the possessor is also seen as PATIENT (this goes with meaning (a) of "affectedness" in section 1). The use of a dative-marked possessor, on the other hand, draws attention to the possessor as a SYMPATHETICUS, a direct participant of the situation whose involvement is independent of the PATIENT (this goes with meaning (b) of "affectedness" in section 1, where we have co-involvement/co-participation of an animate entity). Thus, dativemarking should express more empathy for the possessor than accusative-marking. This predicts that the dative/accusative variation found in our data is indeed not random or arbitrary but a consequence of stylistic or expressive choice -given that the syntactic conditions concerning accessible valency frames are met. 5 As stated in the introduction, our intuition is that a dativemarked possessor is used for drawing attention to the situation of the possessor, while an accusative-marked possessor is used for neutrally describing the situation (who did what).
To wrap up this section, German allows for the possibility of the possessor participant to be furnished with one or more of the micro roles associated with the INDIRECTUS. As the INDIRECTUS has a broad range of associated micro roles, the potential for various more specific interpretations of the micro role(s) is particularly large, depending on the situation type. For the expression of possession relations, strategy 1 together with a dative-marked external possessor is the unmarked case (= example 1a), with the others being used, whenever a particular type of foregrounding and backgrounding between possession relation and participant relation is preferred.
Based on the reflections presented so far, we can now add some specifications to our goals stated at the end of section 1. As a specification of goals (ii) and (iii), we assume that for a comprehensive description of inalienable possession constructions in German, the following three pragmatic features, which can be seen as a condensed notation of the strategies described above, are useful: defocusing, expressiveness and objectivity. By defocusing, we refer to the reduction of the participant status of the possessor, i.e. the constructions in (1a-b) receive the feature value [−defocusing], while the internal possession construction receives the feature value [+defocusing] . By expressiveness, on the other hand, we refer to the process of exceeding the default value by being more explicit and using more linguistic material than necessary. As the default method for expressing inalienable possession in German is the external possessor construction (both variants (1a) and (1b)), it receives the feature value [−expressive], while the doubly-marked constructions in (3a-b) receive the feature value [+expressive] . Finally, objectivity is used here to label the effect of the case variation in the external possessor: the dative-marked external possessor receives the feature value [−objectification], while the accusative-marked external possessor receives the feature value [+objectification] . We assume that the feature grid of each single usage of an inalienable possession construction is interpreted for a variety of textual and pragmatic functions. The next section presents a first test for our model on the basis of an empirical investigation.
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The Empirical Situation Section 3.1 reports on the results of a pilot search we conducted via Google; section 3.2 describes the methodology and results of two extensive corpus searches, one of a written and the other of a spoken corpus of modern German, as well as further extensive search via Google; and section 3.3 interprets the results.
Pilot Search
We used Google for a first exploratory random search, entering search strings like in […] Nase beißen/gebissen/biss 'in […] nose bite/bitten/bit' (e.g. in die/seine/ihre Nase gebissen 'in the/his/her nose bitten') and categorized our findings as shown in Table 4 . We include one or two hits per example type. . The justification for that becomes very clear when we look at the other marked, non-default constructions, which -as can be seen in A and B -occur alternatingly with the default construction in one and the same text. We cannot present a comprehensive analysis here, but we provide at least some support for our assumption of the semantic-functional differentiation between the constructions.
Example A (i) supports our intuition concerning the dative/accusative alternation that accusative-marking of the possessor is used when the possessor's involvement is neutrally stated, and that dative-marking of the possessor is used when the addressee is supposed to take the possessor's perspective as an empathically involved participant. In the example, the possessor is the speaker/writer, and the text is a personal account. The first two instances of external possession are accusative external possessors (mich), and they occur in the headline (here seen in the name of the link below the example) and initial statement of the facts, when the audience does not know the speaker/writer yet. The realized features in these constructions are [−defocusing], [−expressive] and [+objectification] and account for the textual effect of these two instances of external possessors (stating the full-blown situation by introducing all participants, avoiding expressiveness, reducing "subjective" co-involvement by choosing the accusative case for the possessor and thus objectivizing this participant, emphasizing its patient features, i.e. its analogous affectedness as the bitten entity in the biting scene). The third instance of an external possessor in A (i) has dative marking (mir), and, at this point, the account is more personal. The audience knows the speaker/writer better and feels for her. Here, the speaker/writer can rely on the default construction with all three features displaying the unmarked value, i.e. 6 , the possessor is the addressee/reader. The speaker/writer makes a generic statement about the nose-biting behavior of 10-month-olds and addresses the reader using the polite form of address (Ihre Nase instead of eure Nase 'your nose'). Here, the distance between the speaker/writer and the audience seems even greater than in the instances of accusative external possession in A (i). The addressee is not emphasized as a co-involved participant in the biting scenario, only as possessor of the nose. Interestingly, both examples C (i) and (ii), where we have doubly-marked possession, i.e. the features [−defocusing], [+expressive], [−objectification], are from texts (a letter and a fictional piece of writing, respectively) in which animals speak. The first example is a quote from a dog, and the second is a quote from a baby deer. This is a first indication of the relative marginality of the doubly-marked possession construction, which obviously is associated with communicative situations of a somewhat "overexpressive" kind of emphasis. As our main corpus search results listed in the following subsection show, this construction is indeed rare.
More Extensive Corpus Work
Our pilot search helped us isolate five verbs for our search strings: beißen 'bite', boxen 'box', hauen 'hit', schlagen 'hit', and treten 'kick/step'. Other verbs participating in the dative/ accusative alternation do not occur frequently enough (e.g. kneifen 'pinch' and zwicken 'pinch') or have slightly different lexical meanings depending on the case of the possessor (e.g. streicheln 'caress' vs. 'stroke' and ziehen 'pull' vs. 'drag'; see Lee-Schoenfeld 2012). 7 The body part PPs in our search strings, listed in Table 5 , were chosen based on native-speaker intuition and our pilot search, with the goal of using the most frequently occurring combinations of PP + verb. The ellipsis symbol means that either a determiner or a possessive pronoun could be preceding the body part.
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As the third feature [+/−objectification] refers to the case alternation in the external possessor, it receives a zero value in the internal possessor construction.
7
The meaning of streicheln used with a directional PP-argument and dative-marked possessor is 'stroke (as a directed motion, from point A to point B)' as in Sie streichelte mir mit der Hand über den Kopf ('lit. She stroked me with the hand across the head'), while the meaning of the same verb used with a PP-adjunct and an accusative-marked possessor is 'caress (without directed motion)', as in Sie streichelte mich am Kopf ('She caressed me on the head'). The meaning of ziehen used with a dative-marked possessor is 'pull', as in Er zog mir an den Haaren ('He pulled on my hair'), but when used with an accusative-marked possessor, the meaning is more likely to be 'drag', as in Er zog mich an den Haaren durch das Zimmer ('He pulled me by the hair across the room'). in … Hand gebissen ('in … hand bitten') in … Nase gebissen ('in … nose bitten') boxen 'box/punch' in …/ ins Gesicht geboxt ('in … / in-the face boxed/punched')
The corpus consulted for our first search, henceforth Corpus Search 1 (C1), was Cosmas II, Institut für Deutsche Sprache (IDS), Mannheim (https://cosmas2.ids-mannheim.de/somas2-web/menu.home.do), which consists of written modern German taken from a wide variety of German newspapers, the total number of word forms being 8,9 billion, approximately 22,2 million book pages.
The corpus consulted for our second search, henceforth Corpus Search 2 (C2), was Datenbank für Gesprochenes Deutsch (DGD) 2, Institut für Deutsche Sprache (IDS), Mannheim (https://dgd.ids-mannheim.de:8080/dgd/pragdb.dgd_extern.welcome), which is in the process of being built up and consists of spoken modern German of different genres and regional varieties, the current total number of word forms being 7,367,432 (as of January 2014). As will be discussed later, the fact that the IDS spoken corpus, DGD2, is significantly smaller than the IDS written corpus, Cosmas II, is reflected in the relatively small number of hits in C2.
No hits were found for internal possessors (see (2) Tables 6 and 7.   8 We only entered the participle form of each verb for our written corpus search (C1, see below), while we worked with all verb forms (e.g. beiß-, biss-, gebissen 'bite, bit, bitten') for the spoken one (C2, see below). In our spoken corpus search, we also allowed for free variation concerning body part and directional preposition. The reason is that, as mentioned as part of the interpretation of our search results, the written corpus we worked with is much larger than the spoken one. Due to the unexpectedly small number of hits in C2 and the fact that we had no hits for internal and doubly-marked possessors in either C2 or C1, we conducted a third search via Google (C3), entering the search strings given in Table 5 with the exception of the string listed for the verb boxen 'box/punch'. The results of this search are given in Table 8 . Token numbers for external possession are listed in the rightmost column for comparison. 10 Some remarks on the general layout of the research in C3: We did not run statistical tests because (i) the constructions under investigation occurred too infrequently in the corpora we worked with and (ii) Google, while great for a pilot search, is simply not well-suited for a systematic, quantitatively analyzed corpus search for linguistic purposes. Some hits are on pages that are no longer accessible, others cannot be copied from the page they are found on, and again others are too extreme in content to include, etc. We therefore stick to an analysis that is more qualitative than quantitative. 
Interpretation of Search Results
Although a comparison between our written and spoken corpus search results is difficult due to the surprisingly small number of hits our spoken corpus search yielded, and although neither the written nor the spoken corpus had any tokens of internal or doubly-marked possession, our corpus work as a whole does allow us to draw some valuable conclusions. First, all three searches (C1, C2, and C3) confirm that dative-marked external possessors are indeed the most common choice in German inalienable possession constructions. The number of external possessor tokens (2880) is much higher than the number of internal possessor tokens (619) in C3, and within both external possession and doubly-marked possession, there are more dative-marked than accusative-marked possessors. In C1 and C2, of the total number of external possessors, 75 are dative-marked and only 38 are accusative-marked. Similarly, in C3, of the total number of doubly-marked possessors, 147 bear dative case and only 56 accusative case. This confirms the assumptions that dative marking, not accusative marking, of the external possessor is the default (see e.g. Wegener 1985) . In our description this is accounted for by attributing the marked feature of [+objectification] to the accusative external possessor.
Second, the case variation between dative and accusative in the external possessor occurred in all three corpora, and -as far as a first interpretation can tell -it varies in a uniform way. In order to get at the motivation for the observed alternation, and to test our descriptive feature of objectification here, we ran a test including all tokens of C1 (which is the most homogeneous one of our corpora as it consists of written language only) and made the following distinction between formal and informal register. We considered the register to be formal when the source was a court or police report, written to be maximally neutral/unbiased. We also took use of subjunctive indicating reported speech and adverbials like allegedly (or other evidentiality markers) to be signs of formal register. On the other hand, we considered the register to be informal when the source was a narration written in the 1 st person or a quotation providing a 1 st person account of whatever event was being reported on. Given these definitions of formal and informal, we found what is summarized in Table 9 . We were able to confirm the validity of our description of the respective constructions. Of the 100 total tokens for external possession constructions, a clear majority, 78%, appeared in the formal register and only 22% in the informal register, as expected given a written corpus consisting of news articles. Importantly, of the 32 tokens for accusative-marked possessors, almost all, 90.6%, were found in the formal register and only 9.4% in the informal register. In contrast, of the 67 tokens for dative-marked possessors, only 71.6% were in the formal register and thus a good amount, 28.4%, in the informal register. This means that, in the few instances of informal register, dative-marked possessors were clearly preferred, namely in 19 of 22 hits, that is, 86.3% of the time. This in turn means that, when there was a deviation from the prototypical strategy of encoding external possessors, i.e. when accusative was used instead of dative, namely 32.3% of the time, then it happened almost exclusively in the formal register.
Since the informal register correlates with subjectively told events characterized by the narrator or speaker wanting to convince the reader or listener by getting them to empathize, while the formal register correlates with writings that are meant to be completely neutral descriptions of the facts, we take our C1 findings in Table 9 to confirm the intuition that dative is used to draw attention to the situation of the possessor, whereas accusative is used when a neutral scene description is called for. In terms of Lehmann et al. (2004) , a dative possessor is a non-core participant, a SYMPATHETICUS, whose involvement is emphasized because it is not dependent on the affected body part, the PATIENT, while an accusative possessor's involvement does depend on the PATIENT because possessor and PATIENT are analogously affected. In short, our corpus search results are in line with Lehmann et al., suggesting that the choice between dative and accusative marking of the external possessor depends on the participant status of the possessor. The more involved in the core situation the possessor is, independently of the affected body part (from the perspective of the speaker), the more likely it will be expressed as a dativemarked nominal, emphasized in its role of SYMPATHETICUS. The more the possessor is identified with the affected body part, the more likely it will be expressed as an accusative-marked nominal, playing the role of a (not necessarily empathy-invoking) PATIENT. We are confident that these results can be generalized to other corpora, for example, corpora containing spoken language or language used in internet exchanges like our C2 and C3 corpora. The data in the appendix point in this direction. The external possessor construction with a dative-marked possessor is illustrated in appendix examples (1)- (9), and the one with an accusative-marked possessor in appendix examples (10)- (18). The latter ones show that the feature of [+objectification] is made use of to add neutrality (as compared to the default construction with a dative-marked possessor) in different communicative situations, i.e. with different pragmatic effects. For instance, accusative-marked possessors are found in reports on events in which the speaker/writer does not directly participate but acts as a witness (see (10), (13), (16), and (18)). Another typical constellation is found in more personal accounts where the speaker/writer is directly involved, but where they want to downplay the effect of the action on them (e.g. because a child or a pet did something unwelcome without bad intentions (see (11), (12), and (14)). The same situation -mutatis mutandis -is found in the doubly-marked constructions (see the contrast between (22)- (24) with dative possessors and (25)-(27) with accusative possessors). However, these first results have to be confirmed by an extended study.
Third, the general prevalence of the dative case in the external possession construction, regardless of formality of register, can probably be explained by appealing to several factors coming into play in different ways. One factor is that the construction is well-established as the default construction in many European languages (see section 2 of Haspelmath 2001) . Furthermore, as we discussed in section 2, the dative, representing the macro role of INDIRECTUS in German can encode a particularly broad domain of micro roles, which is reflected in the large variety of dative constructions, including "free datives", i.e. datives not assigned to a core argument of the verb, in modern German (Zifonun et al. 1997) . The participant roles of these datives span from EXPERIENCER to SYMPATHETICUS and often overlap (Wegener 1985) . Whether inalienably possessed or not, and whether there is a possessum embedded in a PP or not, the "affectee" or "co-involved" animate participant in the situation described by the verb is dative-marked in German (for the exact syntactic and semantic conditions, see e.g. Primus 2012).
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Fourth, as for the frequency of the two marked (non-standard) constructions, internal and doubly-marked inalienable possession constructions, C3 confirms that, while these construction types are marked compared to external possession, they are in fact being used and are not rare in informal contexts like blogs. Their lack of occurrence in C2, our spoken corpus search, where we expected non-standard construction types to show up relatively frequently, can again be attributed to the small size of the corpus. Thus, overall, our study confirms that internal and doubly-marked inalienable possession constructions do need to be accounted for, and we have shown that Lehmann et al. (2004) provide the right kind of framework for such an account. The prediction that German makes available four different strategies (yielding five constructions) for encoding possessors, depending on the degree to which possession and participation are intended to be foregrounded or backgrounded, is borne out.
Fifth, as illustrated by the sample tokens for C3 given in the appendix (see (19)- (21)), the internal possession strategy really does seem to be used in order to downplay the participation of the possessor and is thus a purposeful deviation from the default variant. It creates distance between narration and audience. No empathy with the possessor is intended, which is represented in our model by the feature [+defocusing] . Instead, if anything, extra attention is drawn to the agent (see (20)- (21)). Another possible reason for the use of internal possession is that the involvement of the possessor was just mentioned, often via use of a dative pronoun in the immediately preceding clause or sentence (see (19) ).
Sixth, the function of the doubly-marked possession is the most restricted one, which correlates with its rare usage. As indicated by the feature [+expressive], it is used for exaggerated emphasis of everyone's involvement in the situation, often in the context of children being addressed or the fictional situation of an animal speaking his or her mind (see the discussion of the data from our pilot study in section 3.1). As the material in the appendix shows, the doublymarked possession construction, or more specifically, the feature [+expressive], can be put to further pragmatic usages. It can be used to highlight the climax in personal narratives of dramatic events (see (23)- (24)), or it can be used in neutral reports on events that need to be maximally clear as to who did what and whose body part was involved (see (25)- (27)). Unsurprisingly, it is the construction with an accusative-marked possessor (with the features [−defocusing], [+expressive] , [+objectification] ) that is particularly prone to be used for this purpose.
Summing up the less fine-grained variation between external (adverbal), internal (adnominal), and doubly-marked possession, it simply comes down to whether the speaker wants to emphasize the possessor's core participant role of SYMPATHETICUS, his/her non-core interparticipant role of POSSESSOR, or both. Internal possession with a body-part possessum seems to be a coercion of inalienable possession into an alienable possession construction, which has the purpose of maximally downplaying the significance of the possessor's role in the core situation expressed by the verb.
Conclusion
Supported by the results of extensive corpus work consisting of three separate searches, we have shown that the variation found in German inalienable possession constructions with a PPembedded body part is not random but rather serves pragmatic purposes. We were able to distinguish and confirm the existence of five constructions for inalienable possession in German. By combining the typologically informed conception of participation and participant roles of Lehmann et al. (2004) and the attribution of feature values (of the features defocusing, expressiveness and objectification) to each of the five constructions, we proposed semantic and functional distinctions between the constructions that we proved to be valid in a test with corpus data.
Not wanting to repeat the results of the data analysis given in 3.3, we conclude by pointing to issues that need further study: The marked constructions need to be studied more thoroughly; the exact conditions and motives for variation between all constructions await further research, also taking into account factors like textual progression; the exact range of verbs participating in the dative/accusative alternation for the external possessor needs to be asserted; the influence of the category of person and the exact semantic and morphosyntactic structure of the possessor (first person versus non-first person, pronoun versus full NP or proper name etc.) on the function of the construction has to be looked into; and a controlled larger corpus of suitable informal language data has to be used to deepen the results.
In our view, these are important desiderata for a better understanding of inalienable possession constructions in German, and a further study tackling these issues is underway.
